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7 tegic aircraft in integrated conventicrnal cperations present-

¢

+s
. fres€"1ngﬂ\nnights or options to plarmers for the use of strategic
intearated Coryention
arrcraft in\these’ operations. US airpower doctrine evolved

deployment,

over time and crucially impacts force structure,

and employmert decisions. Likewise, command relationships

and control systems for strategic and tactical air forces

varied over time and are significant factors in the wutility

ot strategic forces 1n conventional operatiorns. Finally,
WS ry

techncology has provided new capabilities affecting Adoctrine,

plarnning, control, and execution of military cperations in-

cluding integrated conventional operations.

US military planners have not always developed or P

mwodi fied

airvpower doctrine, command arrangements, control ;

or explcoited new technologies to capitalize on the

systems,

inherent flexibility of airpower. Flexibility in planning

and expleiting new concepts of command and control may  be

crucial for aintegration of strategic aircraft into conven—

tional operations.

Thas paper investipates historical airpower doctrire,

command structures, control systems, and scowme techrnologies

providing insights for plarmers intc command and control  of

strateqic aircraft in inteqrated conventional oaerations.fgdc -
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CHRPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The concept of strategic bombardmernt forces beirng
integrated into conventional operations alorg with general
purpcse forces is not new. Throughout airpower history,
these forces have complemented one another i accomplishing
sirpower tasks in support of theater commanders® objectives,
This paper investigates the historical airpower doctrine,
command arrangements, and technological develocgments to pro-—-
vide current and future plarmners with some insights ivito the
challenges and cpportunities of the current emphasis on joint
and integrated cparations of strategic and tactical forces.

History has provided many examples of faulty airpower
{current APir Force term is aerospace recogriizing the space
dimenmion of Air Force's capability and responsibility)
doctrane ard command structure arrangements. Generally,
ai1rpower leaders durivg war have adapted flexibly to the
evolving warfare tasks and techrniolopical developmerits that
have contributed to aerospace military capability in support
of natiornal objectives and the other military forces.

Potential military war-fightivng requirements ana the
lethality of modern battlefields may preclude adaptation of
tanlty doctrive and commarcd structure arvangements and the
pwotency of the historical US industrial capacity to influerce

the outcomes of future wars. The US armed forces may be
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required to already possess the proper doctrine, command
structure arrangements, ard technoliogy to be successtu! ar

the nrext military confrontation. The doctrine, strategy,

B
v
4
H
v

tactics, and readiness of forces in being may determine the
war's outcome without the advantage of adaptations as was

prevalent in previous conflicts.

AN s

The rnumbers of aircraft arnd other US military systems
have declired drastically over the years as technology has
ivereased the lethality and wmilitary effectiveness of these
1 systems wnile the expernse of acquiring them has incréaaed
2 markedly. These reductions of military systems haved placed
i a opremium on the doctrine, command arrangements, strateqgy,
] tactics, and employment of these expernsive ard scarce
resources. These scarce resources canmot be squandered as ivn
. previous conflicts while doctrine, command arrangements, and
: employment practices are refined to arrive at the proper
flexible operatiorial employment conceot. Military planners
\ must derive the optimum doctrire, commarnd arrarQements, ard
f employment procedures in peacetime in order.to capitalize on
d the potent capabilities of modern military systems,

With the possibility of the intermediate rarge force
(INF) nuclear systems being regotiated away, conventicnal as
well as long range nuclear forces will attract added
emphasis. With an agreement bDetween the superpowers on

strategic nuclear systems or a strategic rnuclear warhead cap,

4
4
i
L
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the flexibility of aerospace forces, especially the marnned




strategic bomber, will take on added importance. Thas,

coupled with the importance of an increased corventional
force capability to enhance deterrent capability and raise
encalation threshholds, makes the strategic bombardment
axr;raft operating in an integrated corvertioral envirormernt
a crucial war-fighting capability.

In order to overcome doctrinal and command arrange-
ment problems that have plagued integrated conventional avd
strategic aercospace forces' operations for years, a graduated
and building block approach to the education and training of
cur military forces, both strategic and tactical, should be
instituted. The 1initial steps are already underway. Eut
efforts must be increased to educate, train, and indoctriviate
agrospace, waritime, and ground forces on the syrnergistic
etfect of strategic forces'® contribution to overall mlitary
capabilities in truly integrated conventiorial operations.
pportunities for "integrated"” play; development of doctrine,
wtrateqy, tactics, and informations and development of plarn-—
vuang and procedures should be stressed during joint exercises
wach an those at Red Flan/Greenn Flag at Nellis Rir Force Base
ared  the Naticnal Training Center at Fort Irwin, California.
i.arge numbers of joint planners should participate and train
in ovder to develop the plarming and control capabilities
needed for effective 1ntegrated cperations.

Strategic Air Command's Rapid Shot deployment exer-

cine series shculd be expanded and a "Checkered Flap-like"




program of "sister”" deployment bases established in the over-
seas theaters that are likely to recerve the bombers on
conventional deployments. Proper command components, plan-
ning groups, and support packages must be exercised to ensure
training and plarming efforts. Entire support packages 1n-~
cluding command, control, logistics, administration, supply,
intelligence, operations, arnd communications should be axer-
cised with their wartime tasiking packages to properly exer-
cise, train, and evaluate their capablilities ard limta-
tions.

Command and control of strategic aircraft operating
in integrated conventional operations may prove to be the
decisive factor in the next conflict. Praper doctrine,
command structures, control systems, and support must provide
plarmers arnd coperators with the wherewithal to properiy
execute the aerospace tasks necessary ivn support of military
cperations to win the conflict. The key for success is the
foresight to oprepare military forces with the doctrane,
command arrangements, plans, and readiness to accomplish the
military tasks against a determined foe. The challerge 1s
anead for military professionals, bhistory has provided the
lessons, and planners will determine the readiress of US
miiitary forces to conceptualize, organize, plan, and execute
our strategic forces in integrated conventional and strategic
forces' opsrations. The current plarming efforts may prove

crucial to the outcome of any future US military undertaking.
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A CHAPTER 11
> HISTORICAL DOCTRINE, COMMAND STRUCTURES, AND
t TECHNOLOGY AFFECTING US STRATEGIC FORCES

Revelopnents Prigr_to_World War_l]. The fundamental airpower

i doctrirne that came out of World War I was that the airplanre
possessad such advantages of speed and altitude that it had
fﬁ the power to destroy surface cbjectives, onshore and afloat,
: while remaining relatively safe from any effective reprisal.
Airpower disciples Italian Brigadier Gereral Giulio Douhet
and American Brigadier Gereral William A. (Billy) Mitchell
were early advocates of airpower that believed in decisive-
ness of aerial bombardwent in the outcome of wars. A profes-
wional artillery officer by training, General Douhet advo-
vated the "destruction of nations” by airpower as a military
- means of war, Mitchell believed that airpower was decisive
in ilts own right and that it should be separate from the navy
ard army. (35:169-190) Douhet influernced major air forces
socluding those of Great Britain, Germany, Italy, and the
Urnted States. Mitchell led US Army air forces’ strategic
thinking after World War 1. (7:73-77)
" Douhet believed that aircraft are instruments of the
offerse that cannot be defensed effectively and that human
morale would be shattered by bombardment of cities. There-
{ fore, command of the air was an absolute military require-

mert. (Gropman: 103) These beliefs resulted in the prime

&)
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military objectives beivng aerial attacks of population cern:
ters and industries far from cortact with surface armies. Hw
such, Gereral Douhet advocated a "battle plare"” that conld
conduct bombardment while simultarecusly providing for ite
own self-defense. (35:191-192)

8 Gerieral Mitchell believed aircraft could oblaterate

every surface objective, be it naval veasel or of fixed

surface construct. However, Mitchell did not subscraibe to ar

A all-purpose plane for all airpower tasks. He did advocale

”: the independernt application of airpower with a miramum of
support from surface forces and was a firm believer in the
potential of technical improvemernts avnd their importarnce to
tricreases iv military capability. (3%5:196~197)

The US airpower doctrine that evolved praor to World
War Il was heavily influerced by the ideas of Gererals Giulirc
Douhet and Billy Mitchell. In the 192@s and 19308, the US
Air Corps Tactical School (RCTS) and its direct predecessca s
were the orimary participants in develcocoing airpower doc--
trine. The War Department Training Regulation (TR)  440-1%,
"Fundamental Principles for the Employment of the flir Ser-
vice," aated 1 June 1926, liwmited airpower to fArmy cCcoopera: .
tion. However, a 1926 tactical school text "Employment of
Combirned Air Force” went beyond instruction in air tactaics,

organization, arnd administration addressing dottrine that

challenged the War Departmernt employment concepts. In 1h.8,

the ACTS’ faculty developed a paper "Tne Doctrine of the #Har




T I T T A S S s T L DR TR N T 0 T g NI DN VUG TG MLTEES S FELATRATI Y vt st i

il

Force,” to establish a common air doctrire for the US  Army

angd forwarded it for consideration to the War Department. 1t

Bkt

FERRTL LY

declared that doctrival confusion persisted arnd that, while

TE o

9%

hombardment operations could be decisive, occupation forces

woould be recessary to subdue a foe and that the ARir Coros

&g

Ve
LARARDPRSNEN

aiways supports the ground forces no matter how decisive or

AT
SELRADA

indirect the support may be. By 1931, the ACTS, now fully
wupported by the Office of the Chief of the Air Corps, nad
R developed a fuller articulation of strategic bombardment
oy doctrane that the enemy eculd be defeated by strategic air
aperations alore. (31:63-71)

By 1935, the ACTS had developed a doctrirne of strate-
nic bombardment that the destruction of the eremy's economi-
ttal and industrial structures and his will to resist wouid
bhe shattered urder a properly conducted bombardment campaigr.
the aasccirated war plan called for the destruction of the
anemy’s economic and industrial sector and demoralization of
the enemy population’s will to resist.

Indeed, technological progress contributed te this
doctrinal  boldvess, Two—-erngirne Boeing B3 and Martin B-1@
j}i . bumbers 1n the anventory in 1931 ~—- with speeds in excess of
;ﬁ 180 miles per how and service ceilings 1n excess of 0,000
tewt -~ greatly cutperformed existing single-erngine viplane
musuit aircraft of wooo and fabric cornstruction. (31:73~77)
?j Pomtulated fighter aircraft to defend against these bombers

required three engines and greater performance in such areas
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as apeed, rate of climb, arnd service ceilling than theuse
bombers in order to maneuver intc the appropriate attacking
positions. (143103) 1In addition, prototype aircraft such au
the XB-17 four-ergine bomber were available 1n the wid-1930u
to expand o the riction that a determivned bomber tormaticre an
Douhet’s conception "will always get through®” againeat the
inferior defensive assets. In an age oblivicus to  radar,
Douhet believeo aerial defersive forces to be at a distinct
disagvaritage against a determivied, massed offermive force.
\7:83-86)

Similar to the daoctrinal develcpment betwsert the
world wars, the command structure arrangement of alrpower
forces took on their own development. The US Army "Ar
Service"” was separated from the Signal Corps on 2 May 1918.
it became the US Army Air Corps by the Air Corps Act ot &
July 1926 and was a “separate and coordinate branch of the
Army." (113128) Major tasks included cbservation and liaison
with units being attached directly to ground units. Hrmy
Regulation 95-18 of March ot 1928 provided for an air arm
givided into two sections ——- one attached to subordinate
ground units and arnother assigred to a gereral headguarters
(GHIR) aviation section. The former would be ocbservation
units assigned to divisions, corps, and armies: the latter
would comprise the remainder of the combat aviation forces.

the "GHE aviation” would tse under command of a single a1r

wfficer rvesponsible to the commander-ir-chief of the Avamy
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field fofc.s. Some wmissions of the “air force" would bope
unrelated to the direct suoport of ground trooos. However,
the Army General Staff refused to place this cowmano arrange-
ment 1n force during the resocurce-constrained peacetime.
(311842)

Prior to World War II, US command structures evolved
around the doctrines of the Army and Navy -- and resulted iwn
two different structures. In war, the services were expected
to cooperate. This doctrivie was termed mutual cooperaticn.
1If mutual cooperation doctrine proved ireffective, a single
command cculd be organized under one commander -- true uriity
of command. (1@:8-9) Within the Army, a 1935 revision to
the War Departwment Training Regulation TR 449-15 establisned
the Gereral Headguarters (GHO) Air Force urder the command of
& single air commander. This allowed the air commarder to
conduct deep bombardment strikes against the eremy's homeland
1f it did not conflict with the Air Corps' top priority --
firmy ground forces cooperatiorn. (13:7) US war-fighting doc-
trane stressed mutual cocperation between the Army ana Navy
and primacy of air forces strategic bombardment for the US
Army Rir Corps, Command arrarngements endorsed traditional
Navy ard Army structures with the exception of a gperneral
headquarters section for the air forces to conduct stratenic
bombardment functions, These were the US armed forces' doc-
trane and command structures prior to US involvement in World

War 11.




B TS N Sfae MR ey ST T T Y T maa et o Heedn, Ll

Doctrine_and_Cowmand _Structure Development During World War
II. The United States entered World War 11 after the Japarwse
bombing of Pearl Harbor on 7 Decewbar 1341 with a decaision Lo
consider the Pacific theater as secondary to thq Euronpean
theater. (37:38) The pre—-war plan for Europe, Alr War Plans
Division I (RWPD 1), was the basic blueprint for the develiuvp-
ment of US Army Air Forces and the conduct of the air war
against Nazi Germany. It stated that the most efficient way
to defeat Germany would be to destroy its ecoriomic and irndus—
trial capacity by aerial bombardment. (363137-138)

The plan to carry out the strateqy, AWRD~-1, requivred
63,008 aircraft, 180,000 officers, and 1,920,000 enrnlisted
persormel for a total of 2,200,000 men and women. The actual
plan (AWPD-42) included minor target chavges from AWPD-1 earnd
derived from the Casablanca Directive approved by the Com-
bined Chiefs and signed by Prime Minister Churchill and
President Roosevelt at Casablanca on 19 January 1943, The
plan called for a combined British and US bomber offensive
against Germany, the capture of Sicily, and postponement of
the invasion of Europe until 1944. (18:144-146)

The American doctrine ard command structures for
airpower operations in World War 1] were greatly ainfluenced
py the initial operations in the North African theater. There
was no centralized control of either tactical or strateqic
air forces in North Africa. Airpower cperated to the demarnds

of the ground commander fighting the local battle. The Ub

10
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Army Faeld Manual 1-5 provided the doctrire that air support

command was attached to army formations and directed by the

vy nround fafc. commander. This resulted 1n no concentrated

effort for air superiority or close air support for the

: theatsr with tactical and strategic air forces operating

'i ] almost independently. Both air superiority and close air

support suffered. (26348) US Army Air Forces in Northern

. Africa were under command of Major General Jimmy Doolittle's

rewly created 12th Rir Force which included eight obomb

e groups, flying B-17s, B-24s, B-25s, A-20s, and B-26s, and

four fighter groups, flying P—40s, P-38s, and British Spat-

tires. Twelveth Air Force consisted of about 882 aircraft

(300 fighters, 300 bombera, and support aircraft like C-47s)

o that were spread cver 600 miles of desert and being attrited

in uncoordinated actions in support of Allied ground forces.

}ﬁ (11196-97) The Luftwaffe constituted a major obstacle. The

requirenent for centralized theater air control was strongly

voiced by British Air Chief Marshal Tedder and dramatically

:j demonstrated during the battle for Kasserine Pass in Tunisia.

= Had Allied airpower been more centralized and concentrated

. tiurang this engagement, Rowvmel could have been stopoed sooner
than he was. (26314@-432)

Eventually, Army fAir Force General Carl “"Tooey”

Spaatz was successaful in convincing Supreme Commander General

;j Eiserhower that air forces needed to be commanded by air

officers and centrally controlled to gain air superiority so

) i1
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that all air tasks could be coordinated according to the
theater commander's desires. This recognition resulted in a
significant recrientation of airpower efforts. RE & result
of the ineffectiveness of airpower support to Rllied arwies
and the high attrition rate of Allied air forcea, General
Spaatz established the Northwest Africarn Air Forces (NAAF)
integrating the Twelveth Rir Force intoc his command. Spaatz
ther, established the new Mediterranean Air Command and placed
his NAAF in the command alorig with Tedder's Commorwealth
Desert Air Force (consisting mainly of RAF and South African
Air Force (SAARF) squadrons flying Hurricanes, Spitfives, and
Kittyhawk fighters as well as some Beaufighters and Wel-
lington bombers) and the new USAAF Ninth Rir Force formed in
Egypt under the command of General Lewis Erereton. Under
this centralized command and contrcol, the integrated Allied
air forces were able to gain and maintain air superiority and
to systematically defeat Axis air forces supporting Romuel's
retreat into Italy. (11197-1@2)

Irndeed, the modified doctrine and Allied commarnd
structure arrangement that existed in Northern Africa after
the Casablanca Conference in January of 1943 was sigriificant .
in that the air component commander, General Spaatz, had
centralized control of all air assets. His bomber forces
were divided between tactical bombers under Eritish Air Vice
Marshal Sir Arthur Coningham and strategic bombers urdder

Major General James H. Doolittle. General Spaatz directed

12
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the forces under his centralized control according to theater
commander Gereral Eisenhower's guidance. (26:43-44)

Thus, the initial iveffectaveness of the Allied air
forces' operations i1n gaining air superiority arnd supoorting
yround commanders i1n Northern Africa resulted in the signifi-
cant doctrinal shift -- a bold statement that recognized the
theater-wide benefit of centralization of air assets for con—-
trol ard decentralization of air assets for execution of
asrial tasks. The inhererit flexibility of airpower forces to
achieve objective, surprise, mass, offersive, economy of
force, movement, cocoperation, and security was emphatically
recopnized.

ees the aquick initial victories of the Germans led tc a
redefinition of the raole of mlitary air. War Department
Field Manual 31-35, 'The Employment of Air Power,' of 9
April 1342, subordinated air to the theater commander,
and under special circumstarces, allowed him to attach
air units directly to pround units. This fit the air-
mar's conception of centralized control and decentralized
execution. It alsc gave air commanders more control over
the execution of their strategic and tactical missions.
(13:27-9)

During the invasions of Sicily and Italy, the air
commander contrcolled naval and land-based aviation providing
air defernse, support of troops landing and moving inland, and
targeting and controlling naval aviation i1nvolved 1irc these
operations,. The unity of airpower was rnot only scund in
theory, but the theory stood the test of battle ard proved to
be the most effective methoo for the command and control of

airpower in a theater of operations. (26:44-45)

For the Italian campaign, the Twelveth Air Force,

13
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under Genevral John Carmon's command, transferved three P-38
groups to the rew Fifteenth Air Force to complenent 1te P 47
fighters and B-17 and B-24 bombers and provide a better
integrated fighting force. Gererals Eisenhower, SHSpaatz, ard
Doaolittle had left Africa for Evgland to prepare for the
Operation Overlord invasion of Eurune. Gereral Ira taker
became the rew Alliad air compoment commander i1vi the Medr-
terranean Theater of Operations (MTD). He then controlled
about 1280 fighter aircraft in ltaly comprised of ueven
fighter groups in 12th AF, faive fighter groups in 15th AfF,
and sixteen squadrons of RAF, SAAF, and Rayal Australian e
Force (RRAAF) fighters. He also contrelled ten light ard
medium bomber groups in 12th AF arnd 21 heavy bombharvdment
groups in 15th AF. These forces pained air superiority over
German air forces in Italy and the 15th AF ccordinated tw
strategic bombing of the German homeland with the 8th AF 1n
Ergland and used escort fighters for long-range integrated
support. (11:104-107) These air forces coordinated effec-
tively in integrating strategic arnd tactical cperations am
rnecessary to support overall objectives in Allied Eturocpean
operations.

Because of the early US experience in the Pacific and
in the air-ground operations in North Africa, the Allied high
commands recognized the requirement for unity of command fonr
all 10int and combined cperations:

The recessity for arnm overall single grournd compe-
nent commander was recogriized when the Americarn  commared

14
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doctrine of mutual cooperation proved ivadequate for
- Juint operations and on &7 November 1941 the unity of
% command was vested in the Commarder in Chief of the
Pacific Fleet ard six months later recommerded by the
Bratish Chiefs of Staff for the Eurcpean theater. The
combined chiefs approved the unity of commard doctrine in
1942 with the assigrment of General Eisenhower as the
Supreme Commander. (10:19)

'Cﬁm A2 >

The command structures for the remainder of World War

e

1] reflected the above unity of command doctrines. ARllied
combined armies and ravies were under a single commander.
-, Gevwral Douglas MacArthur commanded Allied forces fighting in
ﬁf the HfAsian theaters and Admiral Chester Niwmitz commanded Al-
lied forces cperating in the Pacific theater.

With the decision tco give priority to the European
theater, the Pacific air forces were placed in a defensive
posture until sufficient forces would be available for the
oftfermive campaign against Japan. (20:17@) Regarding the
arrpower picture in the Pacific theater, the air war was
waged on i1slands and at sea by the US Navy, the US Marires,
the USAARF, ard the Japarese in the carrier and island-hopping
battles. The US Army Air Force's Seventh Air Force operated

5 1 support of Naval units in the Gilberts, Marshalls, Mari-

o

anas, CLarclires, and Palaus. (11:92) The Eleventnh Rir Force

U

et
4

operated in RAlaska and the Aleutian Islands against Japarese

Admiral Yamamoto's northern Pacific forces. (27:Notes) Lieu-

f o
NN
AY Py

: tenant Gereral George Kermey’s Fifth Rir Force and Southwest
Pacific Air Forces (including Thirteenth Rir Force) ano long
rarge forces of the Twentieth RAir Force were employed against

the Japanese throughout the Asian area. In addition, Tenth
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ARir Force was operating urder command of Gererral Lewis Breve-
ton in India. (11:88-89)

Allied air forces' command structures i1n the Pacarfic

L cie il

reflected the military strateyy to defeat Japarn. fhe strate-
gic air forces of the Twentieth Rir Force ~—- with the urat

designated to drop the atomic bombs -- reported through the

[——

nﬁeeutive agent, Gereral Henry H. “"Hap" Arncld, Commardiing
Gerneral of the Army Air Forces, to the Joint Chiefg of Statf.

(20:169) The US Navy and Marines, including aviation urnatu,

i B W

coerated urder the command structure of Commander-in-Chief of
the Pacific Fleet, Admiral Chester W. Nimitz. The Allied
ground forces, including US Army Air Forces other than the

7th AF and ¢&@th AF, were subardinate tc Gereral Douglaxm

oo A, 4 s ms bR bkt

MacArthur. In the Southwest Pacific, the USAAF Thirteenth

Air Force and UE Navy, US Marines, and Royal Rustralian ir

R e o Mk il

fForce squadrons concentrated on the island of Rabaul, which
was as important to the Javariese as Pearl Harbor was to the
United States as a Pacific base. (11:192)

In Eurcpe, the combined Allied armies under LGeneral
Eisenhower had sections for land forces and air forcea ard

evolved as additional forces were added. However, politaical

TN, e

considerations prevented full implementation of the uraty

conceont because of British pressure to have all ground forces
! under General Bernard Montpomery and a single air component
j commander under a British commarnder. Armericans would  rnol

agree with this concept and proposed a US Strategic Air Foree

16
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consisting of 8th AF in Enpland and 15th AF in Italy under
Geraral Spaatz' command. These forces would be assigrned to
the strategic air offensive but, under emergency corditions,
cculd support the theater commander. Therefore, these com-
marnd arrangevernts resulted in the unfortunate situation of
Hllimd air forces not having a single air component command

in the Eurcpean Theater of Operations (ETO). (26:46-51)

Whern General Eiserhower decided ot to create the
land component, the American air force saw ro reason to
have an air comporent command —— the Rllied Expeditionary
Air Forces. The argument was that there was no need to
coordinate tactical bombers and fighters since the US
Ninth RAir Force was already working closely with the 12th
Us Army Group. Also, since the deputy to General Eisen-
hower already had the responsibility for coordinating the
US Ninth and British Second Tactical Air Forces with the
US Strategic Air Force and British Bomber Command, the
air component command was really urnnecessary. (10:9)

Technological Developments During World War 11. In addition
te the cperational and command aspects of early World War 11
experience, techriclogical developments during the war had a
profound impact on doctrive and military strategy. tarly
rnavigation systems including the British Gee system (for the
first letter in grid) prowised accuracy of six miles within
the maximum range of 400 miles of the home transmitters. This
. system promised bombing reliability that would prove the
"bomber"” concept. However, the inaccuracies experienced by
British bomber crews, oftern missing their intended targets by
distarces or up to five miles and more, resulted in the

requirement tor the crews to "see" the target despate beinn

able to rnavigate to the gerneral target areas. (24:12) ﬁ*
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On 28 March 1942, BEritish Rir Chief Marshal S§ir
Arthur Harris, leader of the Royal Rir Force Bomber Commard,
ordered ten Gee-equipped Wellington pathfivder bombevs to
lead 234 of his bombers to demonstrate his bombing corncept
and to strike the Baltic port city of Lubeck with incevdiary
nombing of the highly-wooded medieval structures of thiw
lightly defernded city. The results were 200 acres  levelead,
2, 00Q buildirgs destroyed and 15,000 people rendered hote-
lass. A similar attack on Rostok, ancther heavily wocden
Baltic port city, resulted in 70 per cent damage to the caty,
6,002 civilian casualties, and major damage to a Heinkel
aircraft plant. Harris -- always believing the bomber force
must be massed and time-compressed to achieve best results -
later ordered a force of over 1,000 bombers led by Gee-
equipped Wellingtons marking the target with incendiary bombe
to strike Cologne in Operation Millennium. The results were
devastating despite less tharn SO0 killed and 5,000 1njured.
All told, 680 acres were destroyed, 12,000 fires started, <%0
factories and 18,000 other structures destroyed or damaged,
and a great psychological aspect for both his elated bonber
crews and the harrassed Germarn populace. (33:198~183) How-
ever, early RAF daylight bombing losses and available technc-
logy for nighttime operations had drivenn the RAF Homber
Command to adopt a strategy of bombivg area targets —— mainly
cities geared to war materiel productiornn —— drivern by limita

tions in their equipment and pre-war training. (&4313)

18
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Like the Ges—navigation system advances, the British
also developed a comprehersive radar (for radic detection anc
ranging) system to defend against attack. This system was
especially effective against the Germans in the Battle of
Britain air war in which Luftwaffe General Rdolph Galland
stated, "The British fighter was guided all the way from
takeoff to his attack on the German formations ... this was a
surprise and a very bitter one.*” (33:153)

Concerning United States Army Air Forces' experience
in WW II, the Norden bomb sight and the development cf the
atomic device had profound implications. Despite the RAF
Bomber Command conclusion that nighttime bombing was the
better option, USARF bomber strategists insisted on daylight
atrikes and the efficacy of "seeing"” the target. This US
bembing strategy fit very nicely inteo the "around the clock"
bombing campaign and contributed to massive German assigrment
of personnel to the anti-aircraft defensive mission. The
Norden Mark XV bombsight improved bombing accuracies -- pro-—-
viding the most accurate system yet invented —- and could hit
specific targets 1f the target could be seen. (2:56)

The 5@3th Bombardment Group, equippeo with the great
techrological advancements of the Norden bombsight and the
pressurized four-engine Boeing E-29 bomber, coupled with the
super -secret atomic bomb, was tasked to deliver the decisive
blow to Japan. On 6 August 19345, three B-29 weather planes

departed Tinian for Jaoan headed for Hiroshima, HKokura, and

19

el POIORIUNEATTR TS LU 9 SN M

BT R N




e e T Wa e ke e M SRS N s e P L R A R A SR A TASEARe T i, > 2 T e 3 « A 2 S 5o B S R TR A

.

1

Qa kit

el

Nagasaki, three cities that had escaped bombing un tc thas
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Py

time. The weather crews reported Hiroshima clear of weather

and at 8:15 a.m. the uranium bomb ramea "Little Foy" was

CLILEY

SRS

oropped from the B-29 "Encla Gay." On 8 August 1945, “"Fat
Mar," & plutonium bomb, was dropped on Nagasaki frcam arother

B-29 wnamed "Bocock's Car.” As a result of these raids, the

T v e %
I RUIPTRN S A 8

Japarese sued for peace arg invasion of the Japanese homeland

I3
3

was urrmecessary. (2:17@) These techrnclogical advarncements of
atomic devices, accurate delivery, and long range delavery
vehicles would fundamentally change war—fighting doctrine tor
years to come.

World War Il had provided the first importarnt testing
grounds for the early airpower theoristists -- disciples like
Generals Docuhet and Mitchell. Their ideas were put to the
test of battle in major theaters but, 1in regard to doctrival
implications and strategic bombardment forces to match, only
the United States and Great Britain developed major strateyic
bombardmerit forces. (22:153) Airpower was vindicated in WW
I1 as characterized by Gereral Billy Mitchell's "anythairg
that flies" conception rather than by General Giulio Douhet’'sa
"pattle plane" conception. Tactical employment was most
spectacular and won air forces the unqualified respect and
adniration of the older services. Some writers thought pure-- N
ly strategic successes, however far—-reaching, were never
overly convinting. Against Germany, strategic operaticornm

came too late to have a clearly decisive result and, against

2o
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i Japan, the strategic operations were applied to an enemy

) already prostrated by other forms of war. (7:187) However,

f@ strategic bombing of Germany, while not providing a decisive

.4 ,

¥ victory without invasion and hard fighting, did make ground

Q; i oparations easier. (5347) Indeed, Allied strategic bombers

2 edded to traditicral tactical cperations:

3

§4 A considerable contribution to exercise 'Overlord' in
June 1944 was the interdiction of German reinforcement

o3 routes in Normandy. Railways, marshaling yards, bridges,

% and highways were systematically destroyed by ARllied

heavy bombers so that German reserves had to make con-
stant detours, were frequently delayed and consequently
uriable to mount counterattacks in sufficient force ...
the interdiction campaign was centrally directed ard
cocordinated with fighter activity which ensured almost
complete air supremacy in the region. (3:9)

Many airpower successes ivni WW Il demornstrated that
integrated strategic and tactical operations conducted at the
appropriate time and place were crucial to decisive outcomes.
ivn North Africa, air commanders secured certralized command
arnd control of air forces, organized for flexible cperations,
and executed airpower tasks in a coordinated and inteagrated
wanner within the theater commander's overall objectives.

. In the Pacific theater, airpower forces were alsoc
task-organized in  that 7th AF was integrated intco Admiral
Nimito' forces. The Z@th AF, whose forces dropped the atomic

bomba, reported directly to the Joint Chiefs of Staff throuoh

e

Leneral Arncld while other air forces were under the air
vomponent commander  reporting to the theater commander.
A While a single air component commarder was not established in

) the Eurcpean theater, Allied air force commarders operated
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urider theater commander General Dwight Eisenhower's guidarnce.
RAllied bombers and fighters flexibly supported each other
when required. Fighters escorted bombers and bombers pro--
vided support tc RAllied ground forces if reeded.

Allied air forces®' commanders modified doctrine and

commarnd structures during WW 11 to effectively accomplish
their wissions, E;olving technologqy provided saigwnificent
war-fighting capabilities that would profoundly affect future
airpower doctrine and weapon systems (radar, atomic devices,
jet engires, rockets, rnavigation systems, etc.).
The doctrine of the US armed forcves after WW Il was heavaly
influenced by US atomic superiority. The traditional US
demcobilization of the armed forces after war was linked to
the concept that wars could be deterred by overwhelmirvig
atomic superiority. Demobilization returned the Urated
States to its "Fortress America” status and., coupled with the
Marshall Plan to revitalize Eurcpean economies and the US
atomic morwoocly, the US armed forces embraced the “massive
retaliation” strategy for any attack on the Urnted States or
its allies and postulated that the superior US atomic forces
would deter any potential agpressor from these attacks.

UsS armed forces' reorganizations reflected this rnew
aspect of atomic strategy, especially the units that could
deliver atomic devices to potential adversaries. LGirategic

Air Command was formed on &1 March 1946 as one of the Army




Rir Forces' three major combatant commands. The new USRAF
command’s mission statement was:

The Strategic Air Command will be prepared to conduct
leng range offensive operations in any part of the worlo
either independently or in cooperation with land avd
Naval forces;y to provide combat units capable of interse
ard sustaired combat cperations smploying the latest and
most advanced weaponsi to train units and personnel for
the maintevrarce of the Stratepic Forces in all parts of
the worldy and to perform such special missions as the
Commarding General, Rrmy Rir Forces may direct. (19:2)

US armed forces' commard structures were modified by
major legislative action in 1947, By the Naticnal Securaty
Act of 1947, the United States Rir Force becawe a separate
service, a secretary of deferse was established, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS) were formally created, and a urafied
and specified (U&S) command structure was born. Thus, unity
of command through U&S commanders was erdorsed by national
law. In a 1949 anerndment to the act, a Secretary of Defense
(SecDef) became executive of the Department of Defense with
departments of Rrmy, Navy, and Air Force subordinate to the
SecDef. Urn fied commands had component commands of the ser-
vicen Ssubordinate to them for war—-fighting while specaified
commands were predominantly of persorrel of a single service.
(i 1.3) There was some thinking within the RAir Force that
wtrategic ar forces (particularly when ruclear weapons be-
vame dominant 1n deferse policies) should be employed sepa-—
rate from tectical air suppart to ground operations resulting

1 two subordinate air compovents. (26:50-56)

In line with the thinking that strategaic forces
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should be separate from tactical forces, the svents of the
late 19408 and the 1950s reinforced a theme that atomic
forces should dominate US defense policy:

«ees yat despite such readings of the air power lessons of
the war [(WW I1], the UBAF ... set its siphts squarely on
'the air—atomic mission'. Several reasons [(existed) ...
over few of which the airmen had any weasure of control,
Demobilisation to the point of disintagration of the
military services was one, presidential budget decisionw
ancther, the emerging cold war with the Soviet Urnion yet
another. Events in Czechoslovakia, Perlin, Russia (the
atomic explosion of Rugust 1949) and scon Korea -—— mar -
ried to disappointments at Yalta and Potesdam and  wmixed
liberal doses of Stalinist-Leriinist bombast ~- served to
urnhinge many in high places. (23113)

Many tactical airmen, including Lieuternant General
Elwood R. Guesada and Major Gemeral Otto P. Weyland,
believed that non—-nuclear war was the most probable type
of future conflict.... At a time when the Air Force was
shrinking arnd funds were short, though, it wasn't sasy to
find money for conventional tactical weapon systems....
Strategic forces received most of the Rir Force dollars,
and only those tactical forces that had a vruclear capabi-
lity could demand and get substantial funding. (26:12)

The US armed forces had evolved from World Wear II
into a peacetime starnce but with a fundamentally differert
outlook on the future of warfare. The Urnited States faced
the Korean conflict with a new national commard structure and

its new air-atomic war-fighting doctrinae.

o

octrine_and_Command Structure Developwent During the Korean
Conflict. The United States Air Force entered the Korean
conflict as an indeperdert air force with an atomic-air
doctrine and performed in support of the United Nationm
command. General Douglas MacArthur was designated United

Nations commander (CINCUNC) as well as commander of the UGS

forces as Commarnder-in-Chief, Far East. Far East Commardd wa=

24
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a unified commarnd vreporting directly to the JCS. (26:53)

Beneral MacArthur used his Beneral Headquarters, Far
East Command for both the joint headquarters staff and his
land component staff consisting mainly of Army personnel.
Generally, the Far East Air Force worked in an indeperdervt
fashion. In July 1950, General MacRArthur established a sepa-
rate land comporent commard but physical separation of joirt,
land, and naval headquarters hindered effective ccocordination.
(19:112-15)

Introduction of Strategic Rir Command's B-29 equipped
22d and 92d medium bombardment groups and later the 98th and
307th medium bombardment groups to complement the Guam-based
FEAF 19th Bombardment Group {(comprising the Far East ARir
Forces Bomber Command) and tactical air support actions by
the Fifth Air Force, coupled with the on—-going US Navy ard
Marine aviation efforts, resulted ina reed for central
coordination of airpower missions. (15tNotes) Commander of
Far East Air Forces, Lieutenant General George E£. Strate-—
meyer, gained centralized "coordination control® of HKorean
air functions. A key point for the Far Eastern Air Forces'
command structure development is that the JCS directed the
Strategic Air Cowmand to subordinate its strategic bomber
forces to coperational controel of the Far East QAir Forces.
(#1154) The FEAF Commander found that in order to achieve
maximum effectiveress of United Nations' available airpower

rescurces, these UN air forces required centralized control

T3




and decentralized and integrated execution of airpower tasks.

When both Navy Forces, Far East, and Far East Rir Forces
are assigned missions in Korea, coordination control, a
commander in chief prercgative, is delegated to the Com—
manding General, Far East RAir Forces. (16:150)

The term “coordination control" was never spelled ocut
during the Korean conflict and hence much time was spent irn
“coordinating” combined air force actions. However, despite
the disconnects between naval and air forces staffs in Korea,
the unified approach worked reasonably well. Cooperatiov. iv
controlling air assets was not always efficient but it was
effective. (10:17) Rirmen had again discovered centralized
control and decentralized execution coupled with integrated
strategic and tactical operations resulted in effective air-
power application.

«ee 0ld concepts that certain targets were 'tactical' and
others were ‘'strategic' were abardoned, and sc far as
FEAF (Far East Air Forces) rescurces were concervned, air-
power was undivided by artificial and urreal attempts to
classify targets by type of aircraft. (16:15@4)

ese in Korea, the B-29s not only attacked factories,
ports, depots, and marshaling yards; but bridges, trocp
concentrations, arnd strong points. The carpet bombing
rear Teagu was another example of the extreme flexibility
of air power. (3219)

cee Ccentralized control of all the airpower assigred to
the Far East theater of cperation provided the flexibili-
ty that it did in the campaigns of World War Il.

With the contlusion of the Korean War, airvpower had
again demonstrated the need for a commard structure that
didn't arbitrarily divide forces between mission areas.
The command structure had tc be capable of using airpcwer
ivn & variety of tasks simultaneously or in sequerce. The
fundamental point, though, was that the theater air com-
ponent commander had to control all the airpower in the
theater so that he could support ground, nrnaval, or air
operations -- wherever the eriemy was weak. (26162)
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Inchnolopicel Pevelcpwents During Korean Actions. During the
Kevean conflict, the jet ergirne proved to be the significant
techriolagical advarnce as US F-80s and F-84s ranged far and
fant and F-86s dominated aerial duels with MiG 1S5s in the
sikies over Korea. However, strategic aircraft powered by jet
engivnes did not enter the conflict. Radar techrology again
proved esserntial iv Korean airpower operations as AN/MPQR-2
ard AN/MSQ ground controlled radars were effectively utilized
in accomplishing night and all-weather bombing in ccordirated

Korean interdiction missions. (15:Notes)

Conflict. The Korean conflict was viewed by American leaders
as an aberration —- as a mistakenly conducted affair that
would not be repeated —— and consequently had little impact
on doctrine development. (23:20) Therefore, US arwned forces'
doctrive facing the Vietnamese situation remairned little
changed from that of the pre-Korean conflict doctrine.

As to command structures, the arrangements in the
Vietriam conflict evolved ocut of initial US Military Advisory
Broup efforts which increased after the French defeat at Dien
Bien Phu in 1954, The US military involvemert was strictly
orgeanizing and training Vietramese units. The US Military
Aamistance Commard, Vietnam (MACV) was formed on February of
1762 as avn operational headquarters with staff elements in
place if direct nilitary actions were required. MACY was a

subunified command urnder US Pacific Command. (10:18)
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By 1962, the US Southeast Asian commard structure was

under the unified UB Pacific Command with three comporants.

e A

The Pacific Air Forces (PACAF) was the air component, the

2 4Bty o

Pacific Fleet was the naval compornent, and MACV was the land
! component as well as the subunified command. Under PACAF,
the Thirteenth ARir Force had the advarced echelon of the
Second ARir Division at Tan Son Nhut Rir Base near Saigon.
The Pacific Fleet had the 7th Fleet, the Fleet Marirvre Force,
1 and Task Force 77. Assigned to MACV were the II1 Marine
Amphibious Force, the US Army Support Group, Vietriam, arnd
Army combat units. When the conflict extended into Laos,
Joint Task Force - 116 (with Army, ARir Force, and Marine
units) was sent to Thailand to show US resolve. This nrew
i arrangement caused command relation problems because of frag-
mented structures. Finally, JTF-116 was disestablished ard
replaced by Military Assistance Command, Thailand (MARCTHRI)
under COMUSMACVY. Air Force units were assipgned under the 2d

Air Division commander as the air comporent commander of MACYV

Sae e e e sl

ard the forward commarder for Thirteenth Air Force (Thai-
land). (1@3113)

In 1965, a new deputy for air operations was created
under COMUSMACY to exercise operatioral control over air
force assets but specifically excluded Army helicopters and

Marine aviation. After continuing command structure problems

]
!
t
i
.

highlighted at the battle of Khe Sanh, the Deputy Secretary

of Defense decided on 15 May 1968 to place Air Force arnd
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Marine qir assets urder the cortrol of the Rir Deputy, MACY.
fhis arrangement for air assets internal to South Vietnam
continued to the end of the conflict. (1@:21)

Meanwhile, other airpower operations throughout the
Southeast Asi1a theater had a different character:

ese the command and contrcl arrangements that evolved

- over time, driven largely by institutional imperatives
internal tc¢ the US military services, created a situation
in which it appeared that five separate air wars were
underway simultaneously: over the north (where the ARir
Force and Navy operated in separate theatres, called
Route Packages), two others, mostly secret at the time,
over Laocs and over Cambodia, another in scuthern Lacs
along the Ho Chi Minh traily and one in south Vietrnam
involving by far the greatest level of effort and degree
of wmilitary success. The resultant command and control
arrangements made a mockery of air power doctrine....
'The piecemmal and divided nature of the bombing campaign
ovar the North viclated virtually every tenet of air
power from unity of command to concentration of force'.
(Schlight: 168-169) Over South Vietnam the situation was
even worse, reflecting an air war pursued simultareously
by at least six air forces (not counting the Austra-
lians), each going about its own business ... at least
until 1968 ... above all these flew the B-52s, theoreti-
cally under the control of a ground officer, often a
Marirne, in Saigon, but urder the actual control of Head-
quarters, SAC, in Owaha, Nebraska, through arnother head-
quarters on Guam and a liaison office (Arc Light) in
Saigon. (23121-22)

Begirming in 1954, the SAC headquarters ori Guam was
the 3d Air Division and operated as such until 1 April 197@
whern Headquarters, Eighth Air Force moved from Westover AFB,
Masmachusetts to once again become the strategic forces! com-
bat headquarters. (19:163) The SAC Arc Light (B-52) nissicns
i Southeast Asia were coordinated by a SAC ADVON (Advanced
Uperational Nucleus) at Tan Son Nhut Air Base rnear Saigon ard

continued under the commard structure of Eighth Air Force
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Headguarters to the end of the Vietnam conflict.

In regard to the overall commarnd structure during the
Vietnam conflict, General William C. Westmoreland, the MACV
Commander from 1964 to 1968, who oversaw the large buildup in
US armed forces and the resulting fragmentation of commard
structures stated:

In view of this (Vietrnaml comnand arrangeament, seeds
of friction not unlike those that had plagued MacArthuy
eee during WW II were present .... Creating a unified
command for all of Scutheast Asia would have gone a long
way toward mitigating the unprecedented centralization of
authority in Washington .... Instead of five ‘commanders®
-— CINCPAC, COMUSMACY, ard the American ambassadors to
Thailand, lLaocs, and South Vietnam —— there would have
beenn one wman directly answerable tc¢ the President on
everything .... Such an arrangement would have slimirated
the problem of coordinatior between the air and grourd

wars that was inevitable with CINCPAC wanaging one, MACV
the other. (10:22)

Technological Developments During_the Vieinaw Confligt. The
AN/MSQ-77 (Combat Skyspot) radar was effective throughout
Laos, Cambodia, and South Vietrnam for ground-controlled all-
weather and nighttime bombing of interdiction targets. Ire
addition, LORAN (long—vange air navigatior) equipped fighters
and bombers contributed to accurate bombing results coften
uwtilizing pathfinder techniques to lead formatiorns of strate-
nic aircraft into the target areas. The 1972 bombing cam-
oaign of North Vietnam using LORAN and onboard bomberw?
radars was especially effective because of the arocund-the-
clock ard bad weather capability of the B-S52s. (268177-179)
in fact, the Lirebacker II campaign was ancther axample of

effectiveness of integrated strategic ard tactical operaticornm
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as over 700 B-52 sorties integrated with massive tactical
suoport packages were flown against North Vietnamese target
complexes consisting of railyards, air bpases, shipyards,
communications facilities, oower plarnts, railway bridges, air
defenuse radars, and missile sites. Fifteen B-52s were shot
down by surface-to-air missiles (S5AMs) and ore B-52 crash
larded for a lost rate of aonly about two percent for the
entire campaign. Over 1,000 SAMs were fired by the North
Vietnamese in these coperations. The bombing results were so
complete against these target complexes that the bombers were
vairtually urcpposed the last few days of the campaign. For
{.armbacker 11, over 2@,00@ tons of bombs were dropped on
North Vietriam targets with over 15,000 tons delivered by the
B%2s. (193179-180)

To assist ground attack aircraft with e effective
airborne radar, many flare-dropping and searchlight-carrying
aircraft were developed for Southeast Rsian cperations such
as the AC-47 "Puff the Magic Dragon,” C-123 "Candlestick,"
AC~119 “"Shadow,” and the AC-130 "Spectre" to illuminate tar-—
net areas. The AC-13@ gunship aircraft arncorporated iow
light televaision (LLTV) and infrared (IR) sensors and heavy
tivepowsr such as E0 and 44 mrilimeter carmons and a (@5
millimeter qun for the Ho Chi Minh Traal interdiction mis-—
sion. (261211)

In addition to gunship odevelcoments, control aircraft

systems ware developed to include EC~12]1 "College Eye" avnd




the EC~130 Airborne Command ard Control (ABCCC) to provide

better control and coordination for intercepts and tactical
air control. (26:151-155,202)

The air-to—air missile arng terminally guided murng -
tions found their testing grounds 1n the Vaetriam conflict.
Whereas ivi WW I1 and Korea, the S@ caliber machire gun pro-
vided the only aerial advariced weapcorn, in the Vietnam con-—
flict the 20 millimeter Gatling carmon ara air to  air ms-
siles were available for airmer. Visual identification re-—
Quirements hindered US armed forces' effectiveress in South--
east Asia but US Air Force aerial kills were S7.5% radar
controlled with Sparrows and the US Navy's kills mostly with
heat-seeking Sidewirder missiles. The advent of the lauer -
guided and other precision—-guided munitions in Scoutheast Ania
provided capabilities that truly brought a new dimersion to
the employment aof airpower. The circular error probable
(CEP) of the rew laser—-desigrnated weapons of approximately 30
feet compared to the prior dive—-bombing CEP of 420 feet 1n
the 1966—1968 era resulted in dramatically fewer strike air-
craft required against designated point targets. (262149,
i56-157)

Post-Vietnam Strategic_Force Capabilities Develcpment. While
technological developments during and after the Vietnam con-
flict promised new military caocabilities, the complicated
command structures experienced in Vietnam and the develosoment

of the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) 1n early




1980 urged the Strategic Air Command to package a comprehern-—
uive wilitary force that could respond immediately with con-
ventional weapons to craisis situations. SAC's contrabutaion
te the RDJIF comprised the Strategic Projection Force (SPF)
formed mainly from B-52H and KC~135 aircraft of the 57th RAir
Divisiony with SR-71, U-2, and RC-135 recormaissance air-
crafty EC-135 and E~3R command and control aircraft; ana
assccrated support to provide a complete deplcoyaole "package"
for i1mmediate support of the RDITF under a single command

elenent. The concept was tested during the Busy Prairie
exercise in September of 1980 from several bases to validate
the operational concept. Exercise Bright Star_8& vaividly
demcrstrated the SPF's worldwide capability with deployment
of eipght b-52He and assccrated support on a 3l-nour, 15,000
mile, nor-stop bombing mission from bases inn North Dakota
wivaking a simulated rurway target in the Republic of Eaypt.
(193232, 2308, 245)

While the SPF concept is no longer an advertised
torce oackage capability, the concept remains sound and any
tailored force for integrated strategic and tactical
convent icnal operations could indeed be a subset or extension
ot these capabilities. Command and control of integrated

operaticons could prove impossible without sueh a  force

package capability.
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CHAPTER I1I
1 CURRENT DOCTRINE, COMMAND STRULTURES, AND
’ TECHNOLOBY AFFECTING STRATEGIC FORCES
The current ARAir Force basic doctraire 1n Air Force
Marnual 1-1, Basic_ferospace Doctraine cof_the United States _Air

_— e R e - - S e s i T e W o S W vt Sinh e e S o e B e B9 e

L Force, provides for use of Air Force airpower assets and doew
not specify a command or weapon system for any particular
missiorn or role but instead identifies the requivemant for
flexibility and "smart" application of all available forces.
It treats the relationship between strategic and tactical
actions:
Strategic and tactical actions are not recassarily taied
to specific geographical areas, operating envairorments,
or types of vehicles. An air commarder may emplcoy any or
¥ all of his assigned forces to produce integrated strate-
. gic and tactical effects tc support the overall objec~
tive.... Strategic and tactical actions are not mutually
exclusive and to consider cone in isolation of the other
disregards their interdeperiderce ara their synerglstaic
influence in warfare. (1:2-11)

This doctrine stresses freedom of action for aerc-
space forces to gain control of the aercspace envirorment arnd
te conduct essential missions in support of land ard nraval
forces. The guiding principle is tc emplo. aercowpace power -

) as an indivisible entity based on objectives, threats, ard
cpportunities, (1:12-1@) The inherent flexibility of aerc-
space forces must be exploited by the air commavder through

consideration of all facets of the tactical situation and

application of appropriate aerospace forces —— whether they
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are tactical or strategic or the integrated application of
both.

Current ARAir Force war-fighting doctrive is heavily

influenced by the cooperation arnd integration required to
support the US Army's AirLand Battle doctrine. This doctrire
im promulgated in Army Field Manual (FM) 100-5, "(Operations,"”
of 20 August 1982 ard describes the exterded battlefield and
concept of integrated warfare with synchronized air and
around operations, conventional and tactical nuclear support,
and mansuver and fire support. The Rir Force and Army Chiefs
of Staff agreed in a memorardum of understanding on a process
te support the development of forces and tactics to enhance
Joint employment of the AirlLand Eattle doctrine. Terms of
reference (TOR) of this understarding served as a foundation
of the joint force developmernt effort and defirned the battle-
field by dividing it into three parts: the friendly rear
battle area, the close battle area of the ergaged forces',
and the enemy’'s rear battle area. The close battle area ard
eneny’s rear battle area were further subdivided into three
Fones. lone 1 extended from the lirne of contact to 2@ kilo-
meters behind the erneny tront. Ione 2 comprised the area
from 20 kilometers to 150-85@ kilometers behind the ernemy

front, Zore 3 ercompassed the area beyond Zore 2 to a line

HS0Q--100@ kilometers beyord the eremy fromt. (13:32-37)
Friendly axr and ground forces require the closest

cooperation, integration, and synchronization in the clcse .

(5]
4]
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battle area while in the deep enemy area synchronized )joint
or single service operations engage second and third echelons
tc destroy, delay, or disrupt these forces and their support.
Integrated strategic and converntional forces' operations are
envisioned to be in this deep erenmy area primarily where
close synchronization with ground forces is not required.

In applying current Air Force doctrire for irntegrated
operations of strategic and tactical forces, the command
structure for Strategic Air Command aircraft currently s
vested in the major command headquarters. Headquarters, SAC
at Omaha, Nebraska controls SAC aircraft and missile forces.
The day-to-day operations of strategic forces are directed by
the subordinate numbered air forces (NARFs) and their air
divisions, including the overseas 7th Rir Divasion at Ram-
steirnn AB, Federal Republic of Germany, in the US European
Command area of responsibility for Eighth Rir Force and the
3d Air Division at Arndersen AFB, OBuam in the US Pacarfic
Command area of responsibility for Fifteenth ARir Force.
Eighth Air Force is located at Barksdale AFE, Shreveport,
Louisiana and command controls CONUS SAC bases roughly esast
of Omaha. The Fifteernth Air Force is located at March RFB,
Riverside, California and commard controis CONUS S6AC unite
roughly west of Omaha. In addition, SAC aircraft forces are
assigned to the US Central Commard area of responsibility avd
can be assigned by the NCA as required for the USCENTCOM.

(12:Notes)
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The Commander-in—-Chief of SAC, General John T. Chain,

Jr., has indicated that all B-52 units have been assigned
conventional warfare tasking and are training for that mis-
saon. (4120) General Chain has stated that B-58s would be
assigred to the theater commander for conventional employment
svan though the aircraft will likely be deployed from their
assigred CONUS bases. (29:55) This arrangement of ‘“chop-
ping” designated conventioral SAC bombers with operational
control by the theater commander would preserve unity of
command doctrinal concepts for employment of airpower under a
single air componant commander, a doctrire which had been
ofter viclated in previous conflicts. Examples ares

8AC strategic-bombing forces may be employed within a
theater in an interdiction campaign. In this role, SAC
retains operational control of its forces, which are
employed in support of the urnfied commarder's objective.
Targeting is accomplished within the unified command,
with advice ard assistance provided by the SAC RADVON
{advanced cperational riucleus), which is attached to the
TACC (tactical air control centeri.... Coordinat ion
between the TRACC ard the SAC ADVON ernsures that any
required support by the TACC is identified and that
appropriate air-operations orders are issued. Such sup-
port might include prestrike and poststrike recormais-—-
sance, combat-air-patrol, and electronics-warfare sup-
port. (21:22)

Throughout three wars, World War 111, Korea, and
Vietnam, the command arnd control of airpower has been a
major issue. Airpower has great flexibility to perform
many tasks in war, and ite ability to respord with
varying leavels of firepower to a variety of targets has
led Army ard Navy commanders to seek control of airpower
an part of their forces.... Airmen know the centralized
control of airpower in a theater of war can best serve
armies and navies; to fragment airpower is to court
defeat. In North Africa, Europe, Korea, and Vietnam this
principle has been proven time and again. (26:107-108)

——

PARENAS -Sull PUMIALS P20 ST Ll ISR ICIN




1
1
;
1
1

R P kB T T TRT A  S A < VAR TN IR PR OIEY W T s e et % s . Y P el N Mo, S Bkl AT

Techrelonical Developwents Affecting Stratepic Qircraft _Since
the _Vietnam Conflict. Technological improvements since the
Vietnam conflict have provided increased capabilities for
strategic aircraft. Many of the aircraft are B-52s over 25
years old but that have been modernized through modification
with LLTV (low light television) and IR (infrared) sensors of
the electro-optical viewing system (EVS), an offensive avi-
onics system (0OAS) that has dramatically ircreased bombirg
accuracy and maintenance reliability, a solid state forward-
looking radar (strategic radar), a highly-capable reprogram-
mable electronic countermeasures suite (ALO-172 (V)), and
munitions upgrades providing increased capabilities. The
short range attack wissile (SRAM) and air-launched cruise
missile (ALCM) as well as the US Navy developed Harpoon
missile have proven to be highly capable on B-S52s. Follow~on
missiles to the SRAM, ALCM, and Harpoon as well as tactaical
forces'! standoff missiles promise to provide increased capa-
bilities and greater survivability for carrier asircraft.
Strategic aircraft could be certified to employ these weapcrs
in offensive, defensive, or defense suppression roles with
proper modifications because of the inherent weapons carrying
capability and onboard control systems of strategic aircraft
tincluding the highly capable human factor given senscor wsys-—
tems of proper capability).

The B-1B will provide arn enhanced canability over the

B-5& with its ability to carry up to 84 conventiornal bombe

38




<

s

i ale

‘AR P
| IO T3]

S

L tD

internally, its long range, and its ability to penetrate at
low altitudes and speeds near the Mach. Additionally, the
high load capacity and low observable (stealth) technology of
the B-2A advanced technology bomber (RTB) combined with its
irherent survivability and application of stardoff weapons
will ensure a precision strike capability across the entire
spectrum of potential target systems. (25:1222-223)

Advances in navigation systems such as the O0RS and
the NAVSTAR Global Positioning System (GPS) satellite system
promisne navigation and bombing accuracies that make strategic
bombers viable conventional weapons delivery vehicles. New
highly accurate standoff munitions further the capability of
strategic aircraft to complement tactical aircraft in inte-
grated operations. In addition, night vision gogples (NVG)
and onboard bomber senscr systems contribute to bomber crews!
ability to accomplish their missions at night and in bad
weaather. (9:199-1@4)

Genaral Chain, CINCSAC, has stated that the toughest
technaological problem facing SAC planners is the hardening
ardd  increased moebility of potential Saviet targets which in-
creanes the difficulty of holding these targets at risk and
hence maintaining credible deterrence. The requirement is
forr a wsystem or systems to lccate these targets and ‘“cue”
weapors systems such as marmed bombers that can acquire and
attack these targets. Such msystems would greatly ernharnce

integrated rnuclear and conventicnal missions alsc. (34:78)
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CHAPTER 1V

COMMAND AND CONTROL SYSTEMS SUPPORT FOR STRATEGIC FORCES
Headguarters, Sirategic_Oir_Cowmand. Headquarters, SRC has
cormectivity with the Natioval Military Commarnd Center (NMU(C)
and the Natiornal Command Authorities (NCA) through the Joairnt
Chiefs of Staff by the JCS RAlerting Netwoerk (JCSAN) secure
voice communications system, landlive telephone, the Ground
Wave Emergency Network (GWEN), high frequency (HF), line-of-
sight satellite ultra high frequency (UHF), and other systems
as well as connectivity with the other U&S conmanders.

SAC Headquarters is conrected to twe hundred GAL
operating locations around the world by the Primary Rlertirng
System (PAS). This system is tied directly to SAC strategic
aircraft units as well as Eighth and Fifteenth RAir Force
headquarters which are also connmected directly to all SAC
aircraft wings. (38:26-27)

Strategic_Air_Command_Aircraft _Wings. SAC bombardment wings

are in direct contact with Headquarters, 5SAC through the
Primary Rlerting System (PAS) and can be cormected directly
with \tho NMCC. SALC aircraft crews are retted to the “"Giant
Talk" HF nrnetwork of fourteen worldwide ground statiors as
well as the UHF "Green Pine" stations across North fnmerica
from Rdak, Rlaska to Keflavik, Iceland. In addition, the UHF
Air Force Satellite Communications System (AFSATCOM) ramed

GIANT STAR, which is integrated with US Navy Fleet Satellite

40




o A, A

AN b

.
dgh

GRS A

- mRy

#*

A sk s

[T VEE WUPIAPS

y

i B iR R

b A e d L RTINS A AR LT B [ F I e I g e LWl

LCummunications System (FLTSATCOM), proviaes for worlowde
lntngkatld caamurnications to S5AC ground arnd arroorne commarnd
posts as well as bombers ang other aircraft. (58:206-27)

SAC 18 developirno intelligence, mission planrarng,
antonated data opreocessing, and communications systems fto
deplcoyed operations that will erhance the commara and control
ot strategic aircraft as weli as assist plarmers arg aircrews
1n adaptive and responsive piarming for inteorated cperations.
SAC _Bowoer_System_Capabilities. All BSAC bombers can receive
instructions on HF, UHF (including AFSATCOM), and by messapes
at  nowme base ano deployved locations. SAC’s command contraol
foor  its strategic bombers 15 legendary and virtually assured
in  peacetime cperations. These command control ooerations
are exercised on nearly all training missions for SAC  bomber
Alrcrews and are extrenely effective. Procedures are estab—
ii1shed for redurdant scurces for message recei1pt 1ncluding
cptaions for worldwide UHF AFSATCOM  receptiorn. SAC  bomper
alrcratt  can receive employmert message traffic on HF, UHF
GQrnciuwdang AFSATCOM), ana VHF (some caoapbility), as well as
relay from othner systems and aircraft.

SAC  bomber  aircraft also possess Have Guicw  UHF
vadios that have some anti-jiam capability through freguency
hooping techriques. These radicos are completely compatibie
with tactical forces® Have Quick equipment on the E—3A AWACS,
Fighters, and other tacticval anrcraft. fMlsc. SAC bombers e

being modified with mimature receive terminals (MRTs) that

41
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will allow receipt of messages in the LF/VLF frequancy bands

with long range reception capability, nuclear-hardening, and

i

excellent arnti-jamming capability. (8:151)

A Ty s

In addition to command, control, and communications
capabilities, SAC bombars also have a very scphisticated

onboard electronic warfare capability ard other self deferse

PAOINEAS St k.

systems including flare dispersers, chaff dispensers, and
some bombers have defensive gurmery systems. This defersive

Z suite provides a very potent capability against all but the

peUR !

7 most capable groundbased and airborne defensive aystesms.
Target/Retarget Capabilitjes. Tarpet information for bombers

can be programmed by plarmers on mission tapes for insertion

LEsh S il .

on aircraft offensive avionics systems or inserted by cCrew-
members on the ground or in flight. New target information

can be inserted manually by crewmembers up to the last momernt

AL A

after receipt over HF, UHF (including woridwide RFSATCOM), or
local relay from other sources. Targetting mobile/moveable
target systems has beernn stated as an urgent requirement of
strategic bombers. (34:78-79)

Stratenic_Projection Force Capabilities. The capabilities

(especially command and control) formerly available in the .

§§ disestablished Strategic Projection Force comprise a potent

]
3
-

crisis or contingency "force” capable of responding aquickly
to situations around the olobe. Since 3 February 1961, the
SAC EC~135 airborne command post (Looking Glaas) has provided

continuous duty ensuring an alternate ard enduring command

4e
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control capability to SAC Headquarters' "underground" commavd

2%,
ar?

center. (191100, 101,278) SAC's EC-135s are capable of net-

A

tang with other aircraft of the worldwide airborne command

LS T
gy

and control aystem and of providing an airborre enduring
command and control capability. Therefore, SAC's EC-135s can
ng. fi1ll in or complemert theater CINC's command and control
? capabilities if sc employed. SAC's EC-135 provides radio
> frequercy spectrum coverage from very low frequency (VLF) to
3 super high frequency (SHF) through numercus and redundarnt
systemns and carries a battle staff fully capable of employing
S5AC'w bomber and missile forces. (38:30)

In addition, Strategic Projection Forces'-like capa-—
bilities could prove crucial to any strategic bombardmernt in—
velvement in corisis or conventiconal situations arourd the
world. Air refueling coperations make long—range bombardwent
- option a viable, time-critical option anywhere on earth.
Rlmc, time-sensitive recormaissance and intelligernce may be

cratical to bombardment cperations and are orpanic to day-to—

e rp €e. v

v e

day BRL cperatiorns. Finally, the command arno control capa-—

St

bilities irherent in the SAC EC-135% and Tactical ARir Com—

.‘,
0 b
e

v wand’s E-3A sirborne warning and control system (AWACS) air-

e,

craft can greatly enhance control of strategic bomber air-
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wraft in converntional or crisis coerations.

4
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Political and international concerns during a crisis

or conflict cculd result 1n an envirorment where landing and

overflight rights are denied to US military forces. In this
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% case, the intercontinental unrefueled range of SAC's bowbhers

é or the global single commarci nature of SAC's bombers ard

; tankers team provide a flexible response capability trom US

4 bases that is urnrivaled. The Natiorial Command Ruthorities

Q possess the option of employirng a crisis or contingency team )
:ﬁ from contiﬁontal US bases that does rot require internaticnal X
‘ﬂ coordination for larding, refueling, or overflight righte.

n This capability could be packaged under a sirngular cowmmard

§ element by the proper doctrire, command arvangewment, and

‘ﬁ olarming efforts.

e It is well recognized by military plarmers that the

i firet 48 to 72 hours of a conflict are potentially cru-

o cial. With a minimum or no warning time the LRCA Llong
' Range Combat Aircraftl ... B-52, B-~1, etc. ... is the
only conventional military force we can project to stem
the tide of battle in those crucial hcours. (6:2)

x eee Our current force of B~-52 bombers provides theater
i commanders with highly responsive platforms able ¢to
: rapidly deliver large, varied payloads in support of a
i broad rarge of missions on land or at sea. its
- capability to project tremendous corveriticral power
anywhere in the world is unrivaled by any other weaporn

; system. (25:222)

44

.




b T A i T PN O AT O 1 i AL Hh A S S N P S

SRt APl Tk i A RS NG e T <o e < T s,
i

CHAPTER V
- STRATEGIC AND TACTICAL FORCES INTEGRATED OPERATIONS
Historacal Perspectave. Integrated operations of stratenic
and tactical assets have historically been plagued by doctrai-
nal, organizational, ard commard arrangements since inception

of airpower cperaticrns.,. Early concepts of the airplane being

an extension of the eyes of the ground commander to determine
disposition of enemy forces and to adjust artillery firing
evolved intce the concept of a separate airborme force capable
of striking deep into the enemy heartland and affecting the
morale arnd well-being of the enemy at home.

Doctrinal and command arrangemernt problems continued
from the interwar years 1nto World War 11 when Allied forces
were anitially ineffective against German forces in North
Atrica because airpower forces were tied to the grounad forces
they were supporting. Therefore, RAllied air forces were
unable to achieve the control and corcentration riecessary for
Lthe axr superaamity that allowed accomplishment of other
amrpower functions. Evertualiy, RAllied air forces naineag
centralized control of air operations unocer Gereral Spaat:z
and conducted integrated conventional operations through the
Northwest Rfrican Har Forces and Rir Marshal Tedder's Common-—
wealth  Desert Air Forces. The US 12&th AF (wath about

strategic and 300 tactical aircraft) were integrated into tne q




Rllied air forces that oroveo effective in repulsing Romme )
across North Africa from Egypt. After air supericrity wasa
attained over the Germans ivi Nnovth Africa, the Wilied arv
forces were able to systematically attace logastical livew of
communmications ang divectly support prount foyvces v dviavingy
Rommel arvd hbas Desert Lorps cut of  Nerth  Atrica Tarnally
forecing PNam to surrender nis 70,300 Lerwtan anu  ltallan
troons whiie escaping himseif to ftaly. (il:1@1l)
in Worlid War 11 ... both strateglc and tactical
bombang forces nad beernn established uvder the tull
command of the air officer commanding i1n Northwest (1)
ca. (21:53)

After the North African campalon., Ailied arrpower:
olanrers pursued the Casablanca Conference strategy with the
all-ocut strategic bombing campaign of Germarny and beopan plans
for the cross-charmel Operation Uveriord i1nvasion. However,
ore-war nrotions that the bowber "will always get tnrough”
were laid to rest despite the dth AF commarcer Leneral lra
carer's conviction that "... s0@ heavy bombers carn attack any
carget in Germany with less thar 4% losses.” He wunhapoptiv
ciscovered 1055% 1n the spraing of 1943 scmetimes  aporcoactied
SDO%  in certain raios. In Juty 1943, losses were w.8%: 1n
Rugust, losses were 6.5%:; and 1n October, 2.9% of the bombers
vwere shot oown or crashed. (14:185-106) After these lonses,
the strategic oombers no lonner cornducted strategic  bombirva

aeep 1nto bermany without escort fignters.

The 1ntegrated conventional missions tnat resulted
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from subseguent fighter escorted strategic bowoer missions
were eff.ctivni The P-47 Thunderbolt initially provided tne
nucort tor 8th AF bombers urtil the famous P-51 Mustang watn
the British Rclls-Royce engire took over the task. After the
P-51 appeared i1n -March and Rpril of 1943, no part of Germany
wan exempt from the far-ranging Mustangs. (14:119) The 9tn
AF commander, Lisutenant General Elwood Guesada, stated that
the P-51 was so effective in the role of defernding the heavy
bombers and making the Germans fight that he did rnot resist
aspigning them to the strategic effort despite the fact that
he reeded them for tactical missions. He accepted that the
strategic roie way have been the more profitable employment
mode., (28313) In the Mediterranean theater, F-47s and P-38s
effectively escorted 15th AF heavy bombers to their targets
in Rumaraa, Austria, and Germany. (11:1186)
Rfter D-Day for Operation Overlord, the Allied inva-
;1on of Eurcpe (France), most US tactical ana stratewic
aircraft were diverted from the offensive mission agairst tne
German homeland to providing close support to Allied ground
forces. The Bth AF and 3th AF together had about &900 heavy
- bombers, 3000 fighters, avnd 4900 medium bombevs. (11:11i1) R«
Rllied ground forces swept across France in pursuit of the
retreating Germans, ARllied air forces attacked eremy air and
arournd forces, supplies, and lires of communications. Luft-
waffe Commander—ivn-Chief General Von Rundstedt stated after

the war that the supericority of Allied air forces, the lack
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of German o0il and pas supplies, ard the disruption of German
lines of communication were the keys to ARAllied success,
(111116) The strategic bombing mission did not replace the
traditional conventional missiorns but had in fact comple-
mented them just as fighters in the escort role complemerted
the strategic bombing mission. Integrated conventioral air-
pcwer had again proved erucial in the RAllied victary.
«ses there is an area of integrated application betweer
the historic functions of these systema ([strategic and
tacticall in which either aircraft type can perform-
either strategic or tactical actions. This "gray area’
reprasents the ... naval air strategic effort agasinst
Japan, the B-17 and D-&4 carpet bombing campaigr i
support of the Normandy invasion, and the combined
bomber/escort fighter air superiocority struggle over Ger-
MANY .... This perspective acknowledges both the reces-
sity of bombers and fighters ... for flexibility cee
(28155-56)

During the Korean conflict, integrated conventional
operations were conducted routinely as strategic forces were
subordinated to the Far Eastern Air Forces commander and used
to attack strategic and tactical targets as the tactical

situation required.

eee about Korea ... old concepts that certain targets
were ‘Ytactical' and others were '"strategic' were abar-~-
doned, and sc far as FEAF (Far East Air Forces) resources
were concerned, airpower was urndivided by artificial and
urireal attempts to classify targets by types of aircratft.
(161504)

Typiealiy, airpower forces have adjusted to practical
reality by exercising the inherent flexibility of this wmode
of warfare. Flexibility and long range have always charac-
terized airpower. (28126-27) Development of command struc-

tures to support flexible employment of airpower has evolved
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erratically but generally has supported theater commanders'
2 objectives. Attention to this aspect of war-fighting bhas
1% proven to be crucial historically and could again be signifi-
7Y
N cant.
; The theoretical case for giving operatiornal control to
% the theater commarnder is simply stated. Unified direc-
= . tion of the entire air effort through the air component
-4 commarder can be thereby obtained. Integration of the
= strategic—-force effort with the total air campaign can be

more readily achieved. (21:54)
AWALS_Contrel Capability. The E-3A Sentry AWACS possesses
- umaque control capability because of radar and communications
* aspects. Capabilities evable AWRCS airborre controllers to
verntrol multiple airvborne intercepts as well as to ccordinate
ongoing tactical cperations including integrated conventional
operations 1n/a restricted area. Coordivation may be limited
te communications check-in, initial flignt following, and
deconfliction with friendly forces, adviscries for aircraft
ingressing and egressing enemy territory but could serve the
assential services needed for strategic aircraft depending on

the threat. In high threat scenarios, the AWACS may be the

L

coordinataing agency for controi of the entire strike package
tncluding fighter escorts, fighter-bombers, electromagretic
combat aircaft, strike-recormaissance aircraft, tankers, and
73 “ bomberas.

ReD_FLAG/GREEN HLAG _Exercilses. SAC bombardment units have

PAPY

been participating in the RED FLAG/GREEN FLAG (RF/BF) conven-—
tional and electromayret combat exercises at the Nellis AFEB

z ranges for many years. In early 1987, the 7th Bombardment
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Wing became the first bombardment unit to fly dairly sustained
conventional missions at RF/GF ovcr.a two-week period to
develop tactics for conventiornal operations. These opera-
tions are vital for bombardment units but planners niust
participate and derive maximum bpernefit 1f true integrated
conventional operations are expected. A shortage of strate-
gic planmers for the unified commands exists and additional
plarmers must be traivied if true integrated operatiores of
strategic and tactical forces in conventional cperaticovs are
anticipated. In addition, strategic plarmers must coordirate
ard crosstalk with conventional planmers for progress to  be
made in the integrated mode of cperations.

Cont inued participation of strategic bombardmerd
units in joint/combined cperations and exercises must be
insured to derive maximum berefit. In addition, operatioral
plarmers from unit level must participate ard an active
cross~talk and lessons learried progran developed. Procedures
and tactics should be coordinated at the major commard level
to capitalize on exercise exneriernces.

Target ranges available and target times should be
exparded to allow bombardmert units to achieve surprise arnd
oractice tactics that are more realistic for large, long~-
range aircraft (e.g. early morning, late afterncon, or night
peretrations; multipie ingress/egress routing; concentrataiong
massing of forcesy full threat array activationg utilizatron

of multiple axes; ete.).
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Joint_Plannivng Groups. In order to prosecute effective inte-
prated strategic aﬁd tactical conventional cperations, proper
plarmiing must be conducted. Plarming staffs or groups wmust
be established to coordinate ard plan these cperations. CLCur-
rent SAC conventiornal plarming is coordinated in the unified
commanders' theaters by SAC ADVON grcoups. This capability
resirdes ivn small numbers of plarmers and shculd be greatly
expanded in order to capitalize on synergism of integrated
planning with tactical groups. The 1988 Aerosvace Power
Symposium  at RAir War College addressed strategic airveraft in
integrated cornventional operations and concluded that the
urm fied commanders with operational control of the strateqgic
aircraft should be responsible for irtegrated operations
planning. In order to do this, large groups of operaticnal
plarmers wmust be trained in truly integrated conventional

cperations,
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CHAPTER VI .;

CUNCLUS TONS
The concept of integrating stratenic and tactical

arrcraft ain  convertiowal operations 18 rnot new. Indeedq,

airrpower nistory 18 ripe with exampies -~ some effective ang
others not so effective, Ofter acctrine o command stractare
oroblems precluoed effective inteoration of strategic  arw
tacticai forces. fAvailabie tecnrolooy otten Lpact e
dootrine, force structure. and operational emoloyment.

Doctrive prior  to wWorid war (1 givioed air O ey
petween support to grouno ftorces ard  strategic  bombardmert
forces designed to operate independently. Commana avrarvae
ments reflected this doctraine. Airpower leaders adaptad
their doctrine, command structures, ang employmernt coperatiorns
guring WW Il to capitalize on the inherent flexabalaity o
Alrpower, The ouiding ternet ot airrpower came cut ot  operae -
tions durivin this war -— centraiized control of air  torCes
under a single air comopornent commander and decentralized
execution of these forces. integrated conventional opera-
tLions of strategic and tacticai air forces were effectively
aemoenstrated witn fighter escorteo bomber operaticrm e
strateqic opombers provading support to grounag  Forces  at
aporooriate times arno places,

ther.Werd War Il. rnew command arrarnpemernts vesaltood

reom tne establisihment of thne Stratenic Aar Lommand antl ator Ei
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the indeperwent Uraited States Air Force. The Key West con—
teravce and thne Natiornal bHecurity Act of 1947 (with 1tvs
amengwents) formalized the roles and missions of the Services
argd the command structures of the US armed forces. Doectrave
was heavily anfluernced by the US nuclear supericority.
Techviviogy 1ncluding the atomic devises, 1mMoroveod weapons
delivery accuracy, ana long range ailrcraft profoundly
affected US doctraine and command arrangements.

The Korean and Southeast Asian conflicts were charac-
terized by faulty goctraire and evolving command structures
that aometiwes 1mpeded effective military operations. Ht
wther taimes leaders were able to adapt with integrated
wlrategic and tactical operations such as the B-Z9 bombing
suppcrt to Allied forces 1n Korea and the Hhe Sanb anc
L 1rebackher 11X aivpower campaigns in Southeast Asia.
Technolony again provided flexibility in airocwer ocoerations
with raoav, imoroved weapons with better accuracy, 1ev
engines, and miss)les, {rmovative ewmoloyment ooerations
wftern overcame faulty doctrine and emplovment restrictions.

Develocoments since the Vaetram coenflict have included
doctrinai, command struacture, and techrnoleonical change. Most
tramatic 1% technological change wath great 1ncreases 1n
military vcvepabilities anag the i1ethality of weapons. Some
miiltarvy analysts oredict the efrfectiveness of modern oreci-—
Wi muanttaons to approach tnat of nuclear weapons. These

techreslogicatl developments wiil 1mpact doctvane anc  commano

sl
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structures as thelr milatary functional ubitityv 16 veailen,

3
:% Current HAir Force basic doctrine supports Lne  inte
;; arated and cocordinated application of strategic ano  cactical
&
Torces 1n all aerospace tasks. LNCLNOLND CONVENnt 1arnal apera- .

.t
%{ tions. AirLand Battle occtrine empnasi1zes the i1ntegrated and
»
EE synchronizeo air antg ground forces® employment to  prevarl :
e over the dererminea enemy. Commang structures are evolving

! to suoport joint, combined, and coatitlon aspects of Al Li1ed
25 strategy for war-fighting. ine LINCSAC's ogecaision toa proavide
- oeoicated strategic aircraft for conventional emolayment
ﬁ: under theater commanders' operational control  ang aual
%E onaiification of ali SAC bomber arrcrews tor rnuclear ana
ii conventional roles underwrite the new comwmand arrangements.
I@ Numbers of availabie air force systems nas deciined
i; as the Soviet threat has 1ncoreased so  previous  wart yoe
o attration rates carmot be toierateo. bDoctraine, command av-

f; rangements, tactics, and training mmst reflect this reaittv.
i; Tne impending antermediate ruciear torces (INF)  agresierni

fi vetween the superpowers ang forecast ltimitations orn strvategso
- nuciear systems combine to promise increased importance of

R stratesic oomber aircraft to US nati1onal  security. e *
{% regulrement for increased conventional capabliity foo: .

deterrence ang escalation control wmake the strategic oombes
.. contraibution to antegratea strateurn ang convernt tornal

£
B s operations a crucial war-tiohting capavitaity.

N o oreclude the doctrinal ang command  arvannement




probiems fhat nhave plagued the i1ntegrated converntional opera-

tiovw of strateyic ang tactical forces previouslv, an aggres-—
sive and graduated buiriding block aporoach to the education
ard training of cur military forces, both strategic ana
tactical, shouid be instituted. initial steps have alreaoy
been urdertaker with recent S5AC commanders’ commitment and
determination to support umified commanders in conventional
operations. The ynstitution of the "Warrior Spirit” in  all
HAC  versormel programs 18 a necessary and welcome aspect of
the new commitment.

Htrategic forces must take every opportunity to
participate ain joant exercises such as Red Flag/Green Flag
ardd  the National bdMillztarv (raining Center as well as tne
s tred commanders'! exercises. The great shortage of tvained
plarmers and operators, the wey to integrated strategic and
tactical cperations, must ope overcome. Hlarmers must
partaicipate, trawn, and educate our mijfitary forces as to the
capabilities and limaitations of our strategic aircraft 1in
arver  to eftectively ewploy these forces 1n  integracved
convent ional operations,

fthe SAC Rapid Shot oeployment exercises should obe
expanded to develop plavwaing, cperations, and support witn
actual exercise of wartime tasking gackages 1n  accordance
with ir Force c8-series regulations mobillity reguirements

arad G B-1 and G-/ regulations as welil as wratied

commanders'  operations plans that are assigned. Max 1mum




participation of j1oant planrers would derive much benefit.

In addition, a "Checkered Flag-li1ke” program of “wiw-
ter” deployment bases with actual traivang deplaoymernts of
complete packages shouid be develoued. SAC ADVON or  other
contrel  and planming groups Trom the urnfied commany  should
aggressively participate. fictual wartime commardd arrarige-
menta with the proper authnorities should exercise, train, avdd
refine commang and control procegures. Stardardized prove-
ouwres should be developed aro disseminated at the major
command level to insure effective integrated operationw.
fnese plarming and trainming eftorts should strive for a urty
of effort arnd be flexible i1n order to accomodate techrnoiogi-
cai advances (e.n. new standoff and precision guided  marg -
tions), changing mission requirements, and new concepts ot
operations. Entire support packages i1ncluding command, Con—
trol, lopastics, administration, supply, intelligence, upeva-
tions, and communicatiorns should be exercised with theas
wartime tasking to educate, train, and evaluate their cepab) -
i1ities and limitations. Command and contrcal assete both un
the ground and airborne must be exercised in realistac
scenarios .to develop operating tactics and procedures.

Command and control of strategic aircraft operating
in integrated conventional coerations may be a decisive
factor in the next conflict as the threat continues Lo
cvertax our conventional capabilities. However, proper

goctrine, command arrangements, control systems, and support
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N ' must be available to plarmers ard operators to properly
employ thoﬁe expensive arnd scarce strategic resources. SAC

ham indicated that a SAC general officer will be available to

T

advise the theater air component commarnder on the strategic

forces' capabilities and limitations ivn providing maritime,

fv s interdiction, avnd ground forces' support. The command struc-
#

* ture is the normal theater structure with control provided by
? normal charnmels and procedures. A specific package for SAC
5} command and control and intelligence functiorns may have to be
£ developed arnd exercised, Peacetime command and control sys-—
; tens are very reliable arnd effective but may not be availabie
f when a conflict starts. Plarrners must have flexible opticns
g to command and controel the force ivn war conditions. Doctrive
1 and coumand structures are appropriate for integrated cornven-—
§ tional operations. However, much planning, educating, and
;' traavang will be reguired to develoo and refive tactics ano
3 proceduras for  truly irntegrated operations. The key for
g success 1e foresight and hard work in preparing cuar military
? torces with the doctraivne, command arrangements, control sys—
3 L eme, plans, and readirvess to execute airvpower tasks an
; v integrated conventional operations,

'

3 ) The chalienge 18 ahead for military plarmerss; history
‘ has preovaided the lessons. Plarmers will determane tne
g

3 readiness of astratepic and tactical forces to effectively
fg operate in antegrated convent:ional cperaticons. The expansion

ot operations into conventional operations 1n all theaters

97
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around the aglobe orings with it new challenges arnd
cpportunities.

Aerospace power, bDecause of its i1ncreasingliy global
nature will require a commandg ard controal philosophy and
structure that enharnces its changing nrature. Hoth
central (strategic) and theater plarmers maust develop a
global perspective toward aerospace operatilons. 28160

in order for effective command and control of strate-

gic aircraft in irtegrated cornvertional cperations, plarmers
must conceptualize, organize. plan, and tner execute these
plans by trairning and refininog doctrane, commard structures,
aro operational procedures in order to caoitalize on evolivieg
technology and military requiremernts, fhe firwt steps have
beenn taken but a lot of hard work and hard thought remains
bpefore the crucial command and control cavability for inte-
grateg convertional operations i1s attaired. But US mriitary
planrers must provide this capavility 1 f integrated convern-

tional coerations against our determined adversary are to be

successtul.
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